Despite Medeiros and Griffith's (2019) focal article being a sound review of how training principles apply to sexual harassment and assault training, there is little in their article that will lead to significant improvements in workplace harassment (sexual or otherwise). This does not mean that we should abandon these training efforts. Of course organizations should have good antiharassment training that makes clear to employees what is and is not acceptable behavior in the workplace, how to intervene when unacceptable behavior occurs, and where to report this behavior. Industrial and organizational (I-O) psychologists should be key players in the development and deployment of such training. But the problem with training about sexual harassment and assault is that it treats these as problems of individual prejudice and action, with the underlying idea being that if only people knew how to behave better, sexual harassment would disappear.
Social status hierarchies and hegemonic masculinity An individual's social status derives from a number of sources, but one of the most powerful is the underlying society-level social status hierarchy. There are numerous societal-level hierarchiesand numerous oppressions that arise from them (Crenshaw, 1989 (Crenshaw, , 1995 -that intersect, so there is no simple calculus to indicate which people have it better than others in which situations, beyond those whose demography matches the hegemonic ideal. The hegemonic ideal is embedded in history and culture (Connell, 1995; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005) , but in Western societies, the hegemonic ideal is currently hegemonic masculinity: male, masculine, cis, white, heterosexual, Christian, and strong (Connell, 1995) . Note that hegemonic masculinity is normative even though it is not common.
Hegemonic masculinity is not merely a description of persons who are idealized and who are not; if it were, it would be a social psychological concept only. Instead, hegemonic masculinity is a goal that people strive to achieve because of the benefits that accrue to people who match it. It also describes a system of oppressions, such as how men hold power over women and over other men (i.e., subordinated masculinities; Connell, 1995) , and how that power is reified through social construction of systems and institutions (Acker, 1990 (Acker, , 2012 . One consequence of the normativity of hegemonic masculinity is that is so well integrated into society and social actions that it is rarely questioned or even noticed. It is merely how things are.
Hegemonic masculinity benefits people who best match its characteristics, but it also benefits those who do not wholly align with the ideal. For example, although hegemonic masculinity means that white women generally have less privilege than white men, white women also benefit from hegemonic masculinity when race is at issue because of their whiteness. Thus, even those who are subordinated in the social structure at times benefit from it. Privilege arises from this structure (McIntosh, 2004 (McIntosh, , 2007 Rothenberg, 2008) . Within intersectional oppressions, there are some benefits and many costs to subordinated groups. Subordinated groups often cannot identify these benefits because (a) the benefits are generally invisible to members of subordinated groups because they are typical to their experience and normative in society due to the experiences of the hegemonic group and (b) subordinated groups are often focused on how they are being mistreated.
Note that even though the term "hegemonic masculinity" is used here, it does not mean that if problems based in gendered power are resolved then all problems are solved. Intersectionality theory (Crenshaw, 1989 (Crenshaw, , 1995 is clear: Oppressions intersect, as do identities, and freedom and justice cannot be gained for all unless oppression is dismantled across all forms. Gender parity does not create racial parity, nor vice versa, nor with any other oppression. As spoken by Dr. Martin Luther King Jr, "Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere."
Organizations reproduce broader societal social structures Acker (1990 Acker ( , 2006 Acker ( , 2012 describes organizations as masculine institutions that are designed around ideal workers who have masculine traits, both in terms of their own embodied selves (e.g., size, strength, socialized communication styles) as well as their needs and expectations for the workplace (e.g., hours worked, childcare needs). That is, they reproduce hegemonic masculinity from the broader society. Additionally, Acker (1996 Acker ( , 2012 notes that the organization is not just gendered and sexist in structure, but also racialized and racist in structure, and classist, and so on as well (see also Britton & Logan, 2008; Crenshaw, 1995; Nkomo, 1992) . In her foundational work on sexual harassment in the workplace, MacKinnon (1979) indicated that because organizations are society writ small, domination of women is a product (not even a byproduct) of organizational activity, just as it is in society overall. It is in the marrow of organizational bones. Even as work and the economy have evolved, this hegemonic masculinity still appears as a fundamental descriptor of how work and organizations are structured (Williams, Muller, & Kilanski, 2012) . This is critical for I-O psychologists to recognize, because organizations are created within culture, and they reinforce and reproduce it. It is not as though members of organizations leave their cultural learnings at the door and are blank slates within the workplace. This leads to both (a) individual prejudices that produce unjust action against others and (b) creations of social structures of organizations that seem right because they are normative but in fact privilege some people over others. As Schneider (1987) eloquently stated: The people make the place. What should be added is that the people make the place using the materials they have, with the ideas that they know, and the knowledge and the biases that they have developed over a lifetime from the societies in which they were raised. Organizations are not utopian fair places that are untouched by the problems of society writ large; organizations replicate the problems of society.
Harassment protects social hierarchies Berdahl (2007) argued that sexual harassment should be reframed as sex-based harassment because it functions to protect the sex-based social hierarchy. Her work pushes back against the notion that sexual harassment is "romance gone wrong" or "misunderstandings between people." Instead, her argument is that harassment is functional to some people, and they deploy it to maintain social status. In her view, this is why some forms of sexual harassment (e.g., male perpetrators and female targets) are more common than other forms (e.g., women harassing men or women), because some people have more to protect. Thus, her view is that sexual harassment is about power and the desire to retain it. Even when such harassment occurs between minority group members, it ultimately serves the maintenance of power structures in society (Berdahl, 2007; Berdahl, Magley, & Waldo, 1996) .
Here, I argue a step further: Not only is harassment (sexual or otherwise) designed to protect status, but the harassment system (e.g., reporting, organizational responses, HR contracts with arbitration clauses, HR secrecy) is also designed to do so. As gendered, racialized, intersectional spaces, organizations are utile in the protection of broader social status hierarchies. Organizations are designed to mimic the broader social status hierarchies and their self-protecting functions. A variety of organizational actions related to harassment behavior also serve to maintain power structures. For example, arbitration clauses in employment contracts prevent people who have experienced harassment from seeking civil relief in courts, which would expose the organization to negative reputational effects (Campbell & Chang, 2018; Singh, 2018) . Arbitration clauses also maintain power in organizations because less powerful people (e.g., line workers) must use more powerful people (i.e., HR professionals) to address the actions of even more powerful people (e.g., supervisors); this maintains power structures in organizations and is likely to ultimately reduce reports of harassment. Similarly, organizational responses to harassment reports are critical to individual well-being, yet it is clear that organizations often respond poorly to reports of mistreatment (Bergman, Langhout, Palmieri, Cortina, & Fitzgerald, 2002; Cortina & Magley, 2003) .
In the context of the #MeToo movement, there was considerable media attention on the "superstar" harasser: powerful and important organizational members who could create systems and spaces that allowed their harassing behaviors to occur unobserved and/or unchecked; when they were observed or reported, those reports were minimized or the reporter was retaliated against (Feldblum & Lipnic, 2016; McGregor, 2017) . This is entirely consistent with the view that organizations are small replications of larger society. First, organizational systems are designed to protect and extend power for the powerful. Second, organizations themselves strive for power, and the presence of superstar performers allow organizations to do so.
What can we do?
From this analysis, it is clear that antiharassment training will have little significant and lasting effect on workplace harassment. Undoubtedly, it will provide some relief by providing information to targets about what harassment is and how to report it, and by socializing new workers (especially early career workers) into appropriate behavior models. But considering that organizations are fundamentally unequal, just as society is, there is no way forward where reducing mistreatment at the individual-level solves societal-level inequalities. Organizations cannot undo the societal problems that they have reproduced by simply training it away. Despite that, I-O psychologists should continue to do it. But we should not stop there.
Transforming organizational climates
In their most important passage, Medeiros and Griffith (2019) wrote:
[H]ow an organization responds to instances of sexual harassment may provide feedback to employees. : : : [A]ppropriately punishing perpetrators, following through with investigations, and praising those who come forward may signal desired post-training behavior. Sweeping instances of sexual harassment under the rug undermines training efforts by indicating that this climate supports perpetrators and places a higher value on outcomes such as profit and performance. (p. 13) This passage highlights the critical component of any effort to stop workplace harassment within a single workplace: organizational-level contingencies regarding harassment events. Focusing more on organizational climate is critical to changing any specific organization. Here is a simple solution for ending harassment in individual organizations: firing people who engage in it.
Organizations that routinely fire harassers should find harassment rates plummeting. Employees would quickly learn behavioral contingencies regarding harassment (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Muhammed, 2013) . If employees value their employment at the organization, they will not engage in behavior that leads to firing. This would especially be the case if HR secrecy around employee discipline were ended for harassment perpetrators, because it would clearly identify the behavioral contingency rather than leaving the learning to rumor and guessing.
Some I-O psychologists will push back at this recommendation, questioning the cost of such a plan. Certainly the short-term costs will be high as organizations root out harassers. But in the longer run, as organizations gain the reputation of having no tolerance for harassment, organizations will attract new talent that might have been unwilling to work there before. Additionally, organizations are likely to gain productivity because of the productivity costs associated with harassment (Bergman & Drasgow, 2003; Faley, Knapp, Kustis, & Dubois, 1999; Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007) .
Transforming culture into a more just organization
But firing harassers will only go so far in organizations, as they are small versions of our broader and unequal society. Beyond reacting strongly to harassers, I-O psychologists should advocate for more just policies in organizations and in society that create fairer work organizations and stronger safety nets. When there are stronger safety nets in society, no harassment targets will have to choose between not reporting their harassment experiences or reporting, experiencing retaliation, and losing health insurance. Fairer organizations end practices that hide inequalities, such as pay secrecy or arbitration clauses. Fairer organizations actively work to end salary and other inequities. Fairer organizations operate with both a profit motive and a well-being motive for both workers and society (Sawyer, 2017) .
Even further, I-O psychologists should work to dismantle the hegemonic masculinity in organizations. This is no small feat and cannot be fully accomplished because these organizations operate within the broader societal context. But certainly some action toward reducing hegemonic masculinity reproduction in organizations is better than none if the goal is to make the workplace fairer and free from harassment. It begins with redesigning work and work processes to accommodate persons who do not fit the ideal worker (Acker, 1990; Williams et al., 2012) . It also means rewarding and supporting other ways of being and delegitimizing hegemonic masculinity (especially hypermasculinity) in workplaces (Ely & Meyerson, 2010; Kelan, 2018) .
For I-O psychologists, specifically, it means engaging less with our management scholar colleagues and more with our sociology, women's and gender studies, Black studies, and so forth scholar colleagues. As a field, we have focused on diversity management for far too long (Zanoni et al., 2010) and not nearly enough on the broad social structures that produce inequality. If we are serious about ending harassment, then we need to engage with serious scholarship about it. Antiharassment training scholarship is necessary, because antiharassment training is necessary. But it is not sufficient, not even close. If we are going to get serious about ending this cancer in the lives of marginalized and minoritized employees specifically and people in general, we should stop applying bandages and start conducting tumorectomies.
